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Traditional approaches to organizational structure have provided little
insight into how structure might affect individual attitudes and behavior.
In 1965 Porter and lawler reviewed literature relating structure to attitudes .

and behavior and concluded that, while associations exist, much had yet to

4

be done to explain why the observed patterns occur, Recently,~ Herman and

Hulin (1972) and James and Jones (1976) have come.to the same conclusion.
Although }elatidnships have been observed and although there is widespread

. N A ° N . i [} .
belief that structure determines attitudes and behavior, there 18 ldttle
/

. theoretical detail describing why such relationships might exist. An eicep-\

l

. tion, perhaps, is Hulin.and Blood (1968) who postulated that at least one

stiuctural dimension. specialization, affects attitudes (boredom) and behav-

-~

ior (absenteeism) by reducing tha level of skill required by the job and by ‘

)
decreasing the duration of the job cycle; The nediating variable in their

[N

model is the perception'of monotony. At leaat tvo more general models have
been presented. Indik (1965? has proposed a model in vhich structural vari-
ables are viewed as contextual factors determining first group dynamics and; .
then individual behaviot. James and Jones (1976),expanded on Indik’s nodels

by including additional factors such as sociocultural factors and the exter~

2

nal physf{cal énviromment. 1In both of these models,‘hovevet,~traditisnal

etrucfu;al'diménsions (e.g., standardization specialization, formalization,“K;
- ] -
etc.) are taken as givem, and no additional theorctical Insight {s_provided

- - to explain why these factors are likely _to lead to individual level dif-

ferences in attitudes andlbehavior. The models, rather, appear to be

~ o ° . ’ - .
cbnceptual organizing schemes for arranging and associating the m%ny‘cate~—
goties of variables which wight explain individual differcnces in behavior

\j NPT I -

and attitude. . : : .
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strycted to explain such things.

A

One reason why-traditional structural variables may be hard-pressed to

explain individual behavior could be due to the fact that they were not con~

Most of the dimensions (e:g., formalizatioun,
standardization, specialization, and, somewhat inappropriately, centrali-
zation (Mansfield, 1973)) were abstracted from Weber's writings. Yet Weber

vas attempting to explain societal rather than individual level events

$ N
Other traditional structural dimensions, what Porter, Lawler, and Hackman
[
(1975) term "anatomical structuge (e.g., size, gshape, configuration)" seem -

- L

to have come out of scientific management vhere the concern lay with organi-

zational efficiency rather than vith individuals per se. There is.uo theo-
s -
retical reason for limiting“vhat 18 called structure to these historically

>

There also is no a priori reason for including these
4

variables in models directed toward uvnderstanding structural determinants

determined constructs.

of individual behavior and attitudes. Given the difficulties associated with

- bridgiug the gap between them and individual phenomena, perhaps it is time

to take a step back and assess our conception of structure.’ By entertaining

the possibility of redefining organizatg?n structure, it nay be possible to

L3

ﬁind 2.%ay_ around, (or a bridge over?) the chasm. This paper is dedicated:to
w« e \
exgloration in seatch of such a route. By trying to develop a notion of struc-

_ture speoifically dfsigned to help us understand individual attitude and béhav-

ior change, we may even come up with an approach which can incorporate ‘the .

A

traditional variables. o ; - )

s . . - . "~

Communication and Interaction in Organizations

It is often salutary to walk shop floors andyspcak to the people who do
the work in American industries. Here the pre-conceptions about organizatioh

structure are not conditioned by historical académic tradition.,/Complaints

~

F

-
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often revolve around individual level phenomuna; however, there 1s usually
3 healthy appreciation for structuru. In a plant 'Y currtntly am =tudying,
-
most of the problems are chalked olf to "communication. Communication pro-

blems, of coursec, cover a wultitude of ailments, including intcrpersonal pro-

blenis, problcms of -skill mix, the organization of work, and B0 on. We are

»condltioned to view these problems as gymptoms of othcr problems, usually ones

we happen to have more knowledge about, However, there is a disturbingly
large residue of "communication problems left over after the symptoms have
been allocated to traditional problem areasr -In my plant, péople gay they -
do not get needed information on time.‘ Sometimes the pcople‘who seek out

advice talk to those who are in no posjtion to know., Other times the experts.

i
are not in positions of influence; on stﬁll other occasions, those who have ‘
formal inofluence are not provided with su}ficieht information to apply this
influence effectively. *~ Such problems are difficult to allocate to more tra-

ditional substantive areas. As someone trained in a structuralist perspecs

‘tive, I wothr why we have so little material deaiing with communication struc-

ture or the structure.of; interactions in the workplace. Chester Barnard had

& good feeling for the centrality of communication-'in organizations, even for"
organization thcogx;\rHe stated, for example, that

In an exhaustive theory of organizations, communication

would occupy a central place, hecause the structure, ex-

tensiveness, and scope of the organization are almost
entirely determined by communication techniques. (1938,

p. 91)
Yet, algost forty. years later, Porter and Roberts (1976) and Rogers and Rogers

(1976) correctly observe that communication has played only a marginal role in

organization: thcory. Uhat is known has often been borrowed from other*dls-

’diplines or ereas. Because it ia under-researched and because of its obvious

theorctical and practical signilicancc, it is possihlc that communication can
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provide a bridge between individual and organizational level events. Com-

munication, after allt i{s what lgnks individuals to their social context;

Y &, .
perhaps communication is the common denominator for social relations. In
\ M-rq( ; J - !
any case, communication is as promising a place as any to start our search.
¢ . ’ oy

" for ways td confect organization structure with individual attitudes and

behaviors. .

~ < B
Once commication is put in thevspotlighL, we find ourselves forced to
back off a bit from the traditional view of orgdnization-structure. We must
take a broader view. One that comes to mind 1s often used to study social

(as opposed to'formal) organizations. It defines structure as stable patternc

of relationbhgps among social actors. Williams, for example, defineskstruc-

"ture as "an apprgciab1e~degree of reéularity’and relationship.(i956:20)."

_ 8melser and Lipset define structure as "recurrent and regularized interaction

among two or\more reraons (1965; 2)." Recently, Rice and Mitchell, critirizir
traditional approgghes to structure in formal organizations, define srructure
és “...a set of elendnts and their interrelations...the elFmenrs of the struc-
ture are the individual persons qﬂ; work in the organiration, irrespective of
their formal positions'or roles (1975; 57).Y ?erhaps the most extensive use

.
o

of this general approach is found in March and Simon, whé view structure as

r§ﬂéiétiné " ..simply of those aspécts of the pattern of behavior In the or-

ganization that are relatively gtable and that change slowly (1958: 70)." -
Communication structure, under-this definition, would refer to enduring pat-

. . .
terns of communication behavior.

-

At this point, we run into difficulty. Structure conjures up the image

]

of a social systcm, yet communication behavio: in organizations is carried ou
1

g%individuals The patterns of behavior, therefore. muqt somehow mirror 8y<

/

tem propertics. Communicatiou stgucture appears to be a global property of )

’
I
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soclal systems (Larsfeld and' Menzel, 1968),lyet its only concrete manifes- ‘

;,' . tation is in individual behavior. We must be caref‘l to avoid ntsplaced con=
creteness. We must not atﬂribute to the'sy;tem what in actuality is simply
an aggregate of nember characteristics . On way around this problem is to f:
\ .view communication behaviors as essentially nelational;hat is, communiéation'
- and its behavxoral referent, interaction, cannot be understood except in a ’
_ - social context. Communication behavior cannot be exhibited by individuals ¢
alone; communication patteras are not attributes of individuals, rather,

s

they are properties of relationships among individual members of a social

system. Stable patterns of communication/interatction behavior,\therefore,

sre attributes of the system; they are not attributes of the members of that %
. ‘ .

system. Yet they can only be observed by observing individual behavior,
They are therefore the patterns themselves, the templates, or whaﬁ March and
Simon (1958) call programs. Distinct from March and Simon, however, these
programs are social properties. Although they may be‘stored in the heads of .
;individuals, these patterns are shared and essentially social rather than
'a%ggividual. They are the communication rules, norms if you will or the
"deep structure which underlies communication behavior.
It is extremely difficult to ‘observe communication Information usually
is an intangible; moreover; as Lou Pondy is fond of pointing out, communication
- ! ptobahly covers murh more than just the transfer of information. Cdpturing
the richnesa of the content of communication, therefore, may be next to impos-
sible for researchers concerned wvith empirical comparative study. The ob-~
o * -

) servable refcrent for communication, therefore, must be interaction. Patterns

P

of interaction conjure up images.of networks describing who initiates inter-

T e . - =

action to whom, who teceives intornction from whom, and. so forth:. The picture A0,

is remlnLSccnt of - sociobrams (Moreno et al., 1960) and lends itself to the
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Communication Patterns and Organization Structure

- -

" sorts of variables deccribed in graph theory (Hnrary, Norman and Cartwright,

{

1965). For example, one might be inclined to refer to che density of an

-

interactdon network or to its interconnectedness~-the average number of steps

s ‘ t \
vhich must be traversed in order to connect the most removed and isolated in-

. 5 \
dividuals. This perspective also lends itself to descriptive variables which

characterize individuals' places in the network. Rogers and Rogers (1976),

for example, refer to link pins, gatekeepers, liaisons, cosmapolites, cen~ -

4

tralig?j and substitutability. Davis,(l953) and Sutton and Porter (1976),

identiﬁy roles in ‘the,network such as initiator, relayer, terminator, and

isolator, Presunably, tbeae also could be inferred from the interaction struc-

ture. ‘Little has come of graph fheory. however, and sociometric measurements

bhave been limited almost exclusively to small groups. Early attempts to. apply

these notions to organizations were promising (e.g,, Jacobson; Seashore, and

’

Heiss, 1951); however, these were not followed up. Recently, hawevcr, Laumann

and Pappi (1973) have applied this apﬁtoach to the study of communities and

L4
several researchers tied in one way or another with Michigan State have begun

to re-apply it to organization studies.. More importantlg, p%rhaps, the Michigan

State researchers appear to have golved the technical probleﬁs associated with
N
specifying Sociometric networks for’ organizations uhdch employ hundreds of

people (Rogers and Rogers, 1976) The approach seems promising and apparently

is gaining in the number of irs adherents.

a
¢

Our initial purpose was to find a/zheorétical path linking organization

structure to individual attitudes and behavlor. It may séem that we now have

étrayed somevhat.' We started thinking that communicationa might offer an

acceptable bridge_between these two domains, but we then looked in some detafl

x ) ‘ . !

4
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at communications,and communication structure.‘ To do this, we moved away

from thc traditfonal approach’ and redefined structure. .To bring us back to

——

our initial focus however, we ought to begin to tie up this new perspective
witn pore traditional notions. First, we will look at how classical struc-

tural vatiables might help describe communication patterns in organizations, -

~

~—

Second, we will identify a few other types of networks and speculate about |
how they might affect communication patterns, Finally, we will look at how
theSc other networks might interact with communication or interaction netéorks

o -

to affect individual attitudes and behavior.
! Once communication patterns are viewed from the network perspective, '
several of the traditional structural concepts become useful descriptors of
mnetwork charscteristics. ‘Formslization, for example, can be viewed as the
.extent to which interaction/communication behaviors are specified in written".
rules and regulations. Specialization might refer to the extent to which tﬁere
are communications specialists in the organization: a more intriguing possi—.
bility, however, might be to view specialization as referring to the number of
discreet interaction clusters. It would them be a meaaure of the extent to
' w

interagfing subgroups_which have relatively few interactions with each other,

Pl

which ::;etaction patterns in an organization are differentiated into mutually

Standardization could refer to the "progrsmmedness" or stability of the inter-
iaction patterns, and centralizatibn might refer .to the location in the authority

network at which dccisions to-alter interaction (reparting?) patterns are made,

uevornl of the anntomical structure variables also may be applied For.instance,

aiz£ mignt refer to the number of participants in each interaction cluster,
rathcx than simply to the .number of emplqyees in organizationally defined sub-
units. Configuration might rcfer to the number of 1inks the lcast connected

employcos must travel to communicate with the employees~who are most rewoved

. 9 i
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fron t hem. Vertical differentiation could refer to the number éf levels

which appear in the communication network when the netwark is cut from top

to bottom Horizontal differentiation could re er to this same count when ™

Voo
the network is eut ctoss~wise, :

Differentiation, size, centralizatiqn, formalization, and the other

AN

traditional variables seem to be applicable to this new perSpective. By
] ‘ applying ‘them here, however, we alter their meaning. For example ospeciali-

-~ .

k\ zation, standardization, etca no longer refer to all-aspects of organizational

life; rather, they become specific to the communication network or to others

which might come under investigation. These networks would then constitute‘

sub%&stems, and it“would betome possible: to view organizations'as being highly

specialized or stahdardized with respect to some, while being unspecialized

and unstandardized with respect to others.. Traditionél coﬁcepts, épenefore,

would not onlyipe altered concethhlly; they also would be refined to refer

to Subsystcms (networks) rather than to the organization ag a whole. These

changes do not geem to alter the basic thrust or theoretical power. of the

. traditional norionsz By refining them and making tnem sybsystem specific, it °

; ' .may even be possible to resolve some of %he difficult reliability and validity

problems which plague this area of organization studies (Dewar, Whetten,

and Boje, 1926; Moch, Cammann, and Cooke, 1977). . ¢

‘ The possibility that traditional structural variables could be applied

‘tu asseas characteristlcé of other networks suggests the possi lity that

the perspective outlined here for communication migbt be applied vholesale .

to other. structural Pttributes of organizations. Taking our cue from Cuetzkow

(1965); for example, we might identify status networks , friendship nctworks,

interdependence or expertise networks, influence networks, and so on.: These

nctworks are likely to have distinect properties. For'examplo, expertise and

° 3

/ 10 o
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status networks secm to involve one-way orderings of individuals; while com-

_municetion and friendship networks allow for two-way connections. This dif-

v

fercnce is analagous to the distinction between vector and scalar quhntities.
Some networks are likely to order indiviouals in ways which inform the obser-
ver, about relatjonships among those:;hq are not explicitly oroered. 1f per-
son A is of higher status than person B, and if person C is of higher status
than person B, then we could say that person C is of higher status than person
A . This sort of inference w0u1d not be possible‘with, say, friendship net-

works. If A and B are good friends and if B and c are even better frieénds,

i
. we cannot say that & and C are the best of.friends. Networks may also be

s

distinct in the sort of traditional variables which.can be used to describe
them. Iq,does not seem appropriate, for instance, to assess the degree to
which friendship networks are formalized. Despite these sorts of differences,
however, it seems promising to iQentify a ngﬁber of different types of net-
works and to view organization aoructure as}eomposed of sets of networks.

. While communication mag be central, organizations are more than just commui- :'

cation systems. °

-

Different networks may have different effects on individual .attitudes

and behavior Employees' locations in different nets is likely to determine

LN -

in part the problems they face, the information they have, the advice they

rece}ve, and their ability to act in ways they deem appropriate. Networks,

-

however, are also likely to affect each other., Several examples of this
- comé to mind. Hage, Alken, and Marrett.(1971) found strdctural differenti-

* ation (number of subunits in the organization) to be associated with the

—

.relative frequvncy of horizontal as opposed to verticnl information flow.

.

Carzo and Yanouzas (1969) rcported a negative relationship between the height

of the {ormal structure (authority network?) and the speed of communications.

»
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Indtvidﬂals# positions in networks also may affect their. interaction behavior.‘

b

Simpgon (L959) found that employees lower in the forumal hierarchy werc more

likely than higher—ups to engage in horizontal communication.

/

o

and Sco}t (1962) found that employees often communicatednuith their peers

/

rather:than expose their ignorance to superiors. This pptential problem

seems’reflected in O'Reilly and Roberts

formation tends to move horizontally.

‘One's position in the formal hierarchy,

(1974) finding that favorable in-

therefore, is 1likely to determine in part how and with whom one' communicates.

e

Other relationships between communication nets and other types of nets are

likely. Tor example, it would not.be surprising to find people in organi-

zétions communicating more with' their friends than with oghers. The number

Iy

or even accuracy of sucH predictions,; however, is not the main point herey

We ave'primarily interested in establishing tnkﬁiikelihood Lhat' different

db

// networks%-and employees positions in them--arerlikely to’affect each other.

~ ’

If these networks in turn determine indiridual attitudes aﬁd Behavior, ‘{den-

/st

N
ei;Ning such’ relationships is\going to be trucial If\ye are to achieve our

“}

¢ '

¥

7

[

o
goal of,understanding sbrucnﬂral determihants of 1p4}v1dua1 lavel’ phenbmena,

Different netwonks:ﬁhyvalso interact ta affect indivlduals in organi-

A}

zations. Employeeg Wno depend upon others to provide ghe~materia1 they need,

r ( ' ‘ )
‘hay find themselves in trouble if theyfaz not or cannot communicate with. those‘

upon whon they depend.

-

1f they communicate with their friends, ratherfzha\

those in pppropriaco positions with respect to them in the workflow, they .

e
<

mignt get answers and advice' however, they are unlikely to resolve problems

uhen they arise.

Similarly, they might talk with Ehose who have more know-

ledge than they do about problems they face.

»

If these individuals are not <’;

‘1n appropriate positions in the influence network houever, ;hey may not be

able to help them.’

Position in networks. therefore. may be important~

/

ot

12,

.-

Loag ago, Blau,
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FIGURE I

AUTHORITY NETWORK
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Plant Manager .
Assistant.Manaéer (day shift)
Assistant Ma;;ger’(night shife) -
Production Super&isor
Distribution Supervisor
Maintenance Supervibor .

Supplies Supervisor -
Production Foreman (day shift)

Al

9. Production Foreman (night 9hift)

10, Discrib&%@ﬁ%”?oreéan (day shift) .

11, Distribution Foreman (niéht s%iftf
12, Maintenance Féreman (day only) ..

13, Supﬁlies Foreman (déyvonly)

14; Office Manager )

15, Maintenance Department Supervisor
16, Union Offiéev,luaintenance Department

.
! <
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however, sigyléaqggggipositions in multiple networks may be cven\more‘fmbor~
tant. For this reason, those who‘have ties to more than onc éroép may provide
‘critical,linké between them. Even 1f such channels are infrequently used,
even 1f they are ";eak'ties"*(Granovetter, 1973), they may be vitgi ones.

Those who occupy critieal points in multiple networks may be at leaét as cri-

3
]

tical as those who link clusters of participaﬂis within network types.. I
recently came across an example of this in the plant I am squdying. ﬁA coﬁ- ;
mittee was searching f;r a critical piece of information. All the ;utho;ities
had been cqnsulted to no avail: One of the lowér status members of the com-
mittee was alerted to the problem and promptly provided the answer. It'turns
‘out that she is married to one of the figures central to the issue at hand.

Let us use a fiétitious case to illustrate tﬂé potential importance of
overiépping membersh{es or congections in a more ggneral wp;. Take the author-
ity netwoerk, the coﬁmunication network, and the workflow interdépendence net-
work as a case in boiﬁg. Figure I details the authority network. The figure
despribes wh;t could be actual authority relations rather than Just foté%l
oneg. Our fictitious plant manager has two assistants, one for the day shift,
and one for the night Sh%ft. There are four departments in the plant:.pro-
ductiog, dist.ributic ., maintenance, and supplies. Egch department has an
ove;alt supervisBr.whq‘reports to both assistant managers and to the plant
wanager. Each qepartdent supervisor has two foremen; one for:each shift.,
These foremen supervise the activities of hourly emplo&ees. In addition to
this relatively simple arrangement, there is an office mangger who superviées
tecord-keepiﬁg, ﬁersonnel, etc. There also is a large ﬁginteﬁance de;;rtment.
The maintenance personnel are tradesmen, while the prod%tkiou agd distribution’

employees operate machines which require relatively little skill. Maintenance

aﬁd supply also require little training or skill, and hrcArelntivq}X‘periphcral

)

16 -
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activities. The‘supervisor'of tﬁe ma}ntenanceydepartment reports to the
) assiséant managers and the\plant’managers; however, his cortact with them
appears to be much less frequeat than are those of the other supervisors.
Figure II presents inperdependencies amopg.empibyecs’which are esta-
blished by the organization of the vork: Production.and distribution are
highly interdepenéanc. The<product be;névﬁfoduced cannot be stqred, so it
must. be prepared fo; digtfibution immediately éfter it is produced. A‘delay
in proauction means waste in distribution. WMorfeover, a problem in distri-
bution 5130 can curtail p;oduction as thé product accumulates on the line.
The production agd distribution departments have their primary inte;depen-
dies within shifts; however, failure of the distribution department on one
Ehift'to clear the product can caugé problems for the next distribution shift.
Both production and.maintepance depend heavily upon personnel in the mainte-
nance depa;tment. Production and distribution employ heavy machinery which
tends to break down or othervise malfunction. When the maintenance people

fail to repair the machinery immediately, the affected line department loses

valuable time. The eﬁ;ire production and distribution system can be affected.

+
-~

By comparing Figures I and I, we plready gee some pofential problems,

o wad

- -

For example, peoélé in production and distribution report to different super—:
visors. The authority network is arranged at ninety Aegrees to the workflow
intérdependence network. People who are 1nteﬁ§ependen£ dv not report to the
same.gupervisor, and coordination, therefore, must involve communication
among two or more supervisors. The interaction \ network, therefore, is'
likely to be critical for understanding how this organization works. It 1is
presented in Figure II1I. Here, with the exceptiod of the maintenance super-
visor, interaction patterns are depicted as rather complete through the first
threc levels of management. The départmeng supervisors, however, wgrk dgriﬁg

v
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the first shift. They co&municate directly with the day shift £6£cman;
but the night shift foreman often 18 left with instructions frén ghe day
foreman. The interaction between the department supervisor and the
night foreman in both the production and §iatributién departrents 18
niniﬁal. Foremen, however, interact freq&ently within shifts, an§ the
increasing frequency of horizontal relative to vertical communication
observed by Simpson (1959) seems to occur, at this level.. intcrdepart-

mental interdependencies are managed more by communication among foremen

than among supervisors. This makes the 1ink between dayshiftiorcmen and

supervisors particularly critical, because the supervisore are the only

*

ones in a position to solve on-going problems in a,szst%matic way. TFore~
men, on the other hand, generally must nmanage problems in ad hoc ways'as

the problems arise.

LY

Communication patterns among foremén appear to be even more critical,
because there is almost no cfoss-deﬁa;tment jnteraction ampng lower-level
personnellin the production and distribution departments. The departments
are physically separated by a large wall, so evenvvisual contact is absent.

In ou:,ﬁictitibhs plant, it is not unusual for foremen in production to

visit the distribution department for the first time only after they join“ —

management. Such situations, incidemtally, are not that ‘unusual in "real R

1ife." But to get back to our fictitious dase, because of these inter-

action patterns--considerable intra-department interaction but almost no
>

inter—department contact-~the links provided by the foreman became even

more ctucial. Save for the occasional’ visits er calls by forcmen in distri-

Q. \

bution to foremen in ptoduction, the workflow interdependencies might not
\ /

be man&geg at all., Department supervisors cngage in scheduling and planning;

they talk primarily to day~ahift foremen. First level personncl engage

1 . . \

i8, -

2,
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primari}y in day-to-day work; they talk mostly to each other and only occa-
sionally to foremen. afhe foremen, therefore, scem to carry almost all fhe
burden of.inter~dcpa§tmental day;to-day coordination. e
The'simnltaneous locations of foremen at critical points in the inter~
dépendenbe and commuﬂication networks highlights their importance. ?oremen
in production and diqtribufion hav? integaetion patterns at least agceptably‘
" commensurate with their locagion in the i;terdeéendenge and authority nei-
works. They generally get the iﬁformétion the& need‘to manage inte?depen-
dencies and to fulfill their job rehponsibflities;J There are probleﬁ#, and
the communicat}on is tﬁin and can easily break down, but the work gemerally
hets.done. The situation with the maintenance department, ‘however, is quite
@iffereni. The supervisor of the maintenance department a;pears to have

relatively few contacts with the employees who actually carry out the tasks.

. ~
Moreover, the employees in this daepartment have a different union from the

A

rest of the employees, and the union ogficer seems to haVe.considerably
greater contact with employees than does the department supervigsor. This
-~ - office¥ does not view interdependency management as.one of his union's re~
spongibilities. He communicates only infrequently wich the department
supervisor. Id/addition, neither the union officer ‘nor the supervisor has
frequent cont3cts with the plant manager, the assistant plant wanager, or
with any of the department foremen. Almost all t#e contacts between member
! Y of theiz?intedance department and other personnel occurs whéﬁ employeces or
foremen in the pro&uction or distribution depaiéments gseek out maintenance
persopncl directly, and these contacts almost QIHnys are biought on by
machine failure. The union officer concerns himself primarily with reviewlng
pétivities to insure their compliance with the contract. .The superviéor is

e

concﬁrncd with implementing management policies; however, his interaction

ERIC - o 19 ‘ S




"ond individual attitudes and behavior is perhaps the casiest to specify.

IS

. -

patterns often prevent him from getting tlie information necessary to carry
. A - ‘ N

these policies out. The maintenance supervisor, therefore, seems ineffec-

i - ' .
tive precisgly because of a mismatch between the influence/respensibility
. St" é .

network on the one hand and the communication/inéerdependeqce patterns on

the other. 1Isolated from others, he often is.unable to respond to manage-
. !’ ¢

ment directives or to manage interdependencies between his employces and

other departments. As a result, these interdependencies are managed in a

-

haphazard fashion by the mechanics themselves. Besides the workflow dis-
ruptions this'mismatch caugés, the mechanics acquire‘ considerab1e~§ower
in the overall system. By end-running the authority network, mechanics ¢

prevent management ﬁrbm altering the communicationtpatterns. The cen~

__tralized administrative system breaks down, and change becomes difficult

if not impossib;e to adminigtrate.

The example of this plant, though fiftitious, 18 not parti;ularly uﬂusualz
The events I have described, and others l%ke them, happen all the time. The
important poi;t here,.though, is not whetﬂe; the example is or. 18 not realis-
tic. Rather, I am trying to demonstrate the potential utility of observing
simultaneous positioning of 1ndi§iduals in diﬁferent networks. By overlaying
the communication network on the éuthority and workflow in;erdepehdence net-
wvorks, we may be able to ident;f& link pin individuéls, to anticipate some
organizafioﬁal problems, and to explain others. The ﬁerspegtive seems to
have considerable potential for diagnosing organiza;;onai problems. Our
inte;tion here, however, is to investigate itg utility for ;xplaining in-

dividual attitudes and Yehavior in organizations. It is t¢ this issue that
. N :%" e , [ 3
we'll:noy turn. . '

Structural Networks and Indivi@ual Attitudes and Behavior

-

The possible associations betwcen location in the communicatlon metwork

.

20
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People get a good deal of what they view as reality from their interactions

with others. This is especially true when physical cues are ambiguous or

- 5

unavailable. Thgse who cluster together in communication networks, therefore,
‘ ! -

are likely to have vicws similar to one another jpd/different from the views

held by members of other clusters This is especially likely to be ‘the case

Ed

~

when the clusters themselves have stable patterns of relationships dith-one‘
another. 1In the plant I currently am.studying. for example, there are on-

2 going cliques which are internally cohesive but have strained relations whph
each other. When members of one clique decide one way, members of other
cliques .secm almost duty'bouna to believe (and state) the opposite. This is

‘ not unusual; however, it illustrates the potential utility of identifying

-

comunication networks .when trying to understand and explain individual level

phenomena in organizations. )

It also may be useful to focus upon relationships among networks. My
3 H :

. organizaticn, I think it is fair to say, operates on a traditional "theory x"

- o
-

philosophy. The hierarchical structure operates from the top down, and, con~,

_sistent with'reporta by Julian (1966), Rgsengren (1964), and others, it exper- ' .

. e »
iences blockages in upward communication as a result. There are expressio

of distrust, and frequently people at lower levels withhold information that

would be of value to management, By altering this structure, manageﬁent
presumably could alter these dysfunctional communication pattcrns. In fact,

currently i is trying to do so. By esfablishing a joint labor—management
,‘)\ ? 5
committee d by giving this committee considerable\influence, management has <

S .

already al cred internction and commung;i} ion f. patteras.

,vﬂcﬁ

S

Its too ¢ rly to tell whether this g%%hgé will change many people attitudes
Bk
and behn ior, however. the sipgns nte<that it will. Already some have become”

. [ -
’ aware of/the opinigns and perspcttives of those with whom they é$eviously’“’ s,

x N . . «

s i 21 . -
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had had oniy marginil contact. ‘This seems to have broadened the yjews and

even altered the be {avior (e g., who gits with whom in the cafeteria) of some

s/‘

employees, particularly the members of the commi&tee.

Changes in st:uctural artangements couild effecg changes in individual

attitudes and behavior in yet other ways. Returnin% to our figtito&e example,

~ Q

$
considerable pressure is placed upon foremen, because they are .the only links

~

gor managing interdepartmental interdependencei, What éoqldbhapﬁea if the

authority network were not organized at ninetyfdegrees to’ the workflow inter-

- ’ N ) ! ' . kd

dependence network? What if all employees who were interdegendent in their-

work were to report to the same supervisor? 'The entire complexion of the

.

. organizatipn probably would change. Individual foremen would. thén become

-

)
criticel links intergrating the activities of their own subordinates, rather

than links between their subordinates (wbo‘are ot thquelyes interdependent)

»

. and the subordinates of another foreman. Interaction patterns; presumaZ#y
would move more vertically, and, 8verall, the interdependence and authority

networks would be more compatible. This would put much less burden'on the

comunication network and, perhaps, the communication problems would decline

"in grequency and impact. The foremen would feel, less preésure’ they would be .\j\

“

1nteracting more with their own subordinates; and,’ perhaps, they there£Ore

would be more likely to share common perspectives with them rather with other
- . &
foremen. This, of course, may be too facile a solution. The workflqy might
€T,
have been orhainzéé(at ninety degrees to the authority network for a reason.

For example, cultural differences might preclude effectiveadirect cooperation
among employees in production and distribution. The'suggestedfakteration w/, .
-may simply enchange tension between the workflow and authority networks for

tension between the authority network and a status network which is imported
x ) . , g
from the culture in which the organization is imbedded. Moreover, a communi-
. R i 14

»

cation network might not be able to manage the latter tension nearly as well

292 .




21

as it could the former.. If such a change occurrs, however, it is aldost cer-

s -

tain to affect individual attitudes and behavior -~ for good or 111. As noted

(

earlier& it would affect the information pcople receive, the opintons they
hear, the problems they'face (and who they face them with), and their ability

to act in ways they feel is right. Without going into detail specifying tﬁese
L ¢
dynamica lec me’ report on two findings we have made which document the utility

of the proposed approach Neither of them deal with communication networks,
but botheof them look at some of the implcations of overlapping netwoéks for :

individual job satisfaction. . : ' /

-

Both these examples are taken from an organization we have been studying

for some time. The oiganization produces conpic;-engineering designs. One

of the problems encountered in preparing.these designs is the inte%ration of

the thouaands of 8pecifications'sothat the final product will work properly.
t

Conduit sizes must mesh with load requirenents; switch boards must anticipate
the direction of input and output wiring, structures must be designed to sup~
port and house equipment. Hhenever even a single speeification is changed at

- i

the last minute, there are hundreds and sometimes thousands of additional S

changes which must be made to accomodate this one alteration. In shgrt, the

" people who put these designs together are reciprocally interdependent (Thonpsqn,

1967) Anzthing one of them does can affect what eiach of the others-must do
and | : }aﬂfﬁa. Thompson_argues that pcople who are reciprocally intexrdepen~

dent must be allowed to manage their own interdependencies through a process

s . s .o

of mutual adjustment. This means that the engineeraJée ware studying had to

be free to change their plans as they saw fit. From the network perspective,
the influence network had to map onto the interdependence metwork. The au-
thority and interdependence networks also have to be "in sink”. We studied

both of these overlaps.
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4

?e $apdulated that enginecrs who were highly reciprocally interdpenden%

would have to have a high degree of influenqe over thelr own work activities

/ , -
if they were to be satisfied in their jobs. Otherwise, shcy would be strung

LY

out between the demands of their jobs and éheir inability to respond to these
demands. In addition, those who had influencé'over their own activities and
were reciprocally interdependent were likely to have a great deal of leverage

in thd organization. They would be able fo get others, their supervisors and
i) Fo-wdrkers, o réspond to_their needs and wishes. Others would be depending

on them and they would be in a position to exercise discretion over how they

o~
¢

resSbnded to this Agpendence. Without going into dekail, this is preciseiy

L]

" what we found. Engineers who had influence'over. their own wofk and were
reciprocally interdependeht with qther; tended alséaFo feel that their super-
- visors and co-workers were responsive.‘ These engineers also were tore satis-
\’_ fed with their job. When engineefg were not in highiy reciprocal relation-

sips with others, influence.over their own work was not associated with either

. ‘
satisfaction or with others' responsiveness to their needs and wishes. From

a network perspeét{ée, when the influence network matched the needs specified

b&ithe intérdependence network, employees received the rgsponsiveness ghey
Eequired’and vere more satisfied with their jobs. When thé patterns of inter-
dependence did not require that personnel be able to manage their activities

through a process of mutual adjyStment, their location in the 1nf§uence net-~

: 4
work was unassociated with others' receptivity or with their own satisfaction.

(For a more detailed description of the atudy and these findings, see Feather

L]

and Moch, 1976). . . ' . _ -

Flusged with the-success of ou; initial findings, we set about to look -
J
JE another type of overlapping membership: that which magched work interde-
. ‘ .

4

pendence acts with uuthority-ncﬁs. Supervisors in this organization often

24
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foﬁnd themselver in a bind. They were responsible for getting the design com-°

pleted, yet the r employces dependend heavily-ypon engincers outside the super-

4

o $

visor's immediz:e jurisdiction. Suoervisors.couldfnot demand that their sub-

ordinates perf ;rm well when their subordinates' performance dependeo'primarily

- §

upon someone sver whom the supervisor had no control. 1In shoxt, the nécesgities

\

of the workflow often forced a.mismatch between the authority network and the

.- v : .
interdependance network. We were interested in finding out what implications

this“had for supervisory style. We speculated that engineers who were higly

interdependent with others outside;:heir own work group would meed supervisors

[
-

who were facilitative rather than directive. Directive superviéors, wve felt,

would be ‘more effective when enplgyeea wvere not depi?dent on others outside
-]

their supervisors' jurisdiction. Unfortunately, the pata dia not support our

hypotheses; however, there were somg very interesting diffetrences. When engi- .

-

noers were highly interdependent with others outside their supervigsor's immedi-

ate Jurisdiction, either delegative or controlling supervisory styles were

-~

associated with smooth coordination. Pacilitative behaviors had no impact.

It was almost as though supervisors caught in the authority—intgrdependence

mismatch could delegate authority or exercize control. Either way could work,.

-

so long as one strategy of the other was applied. Just being helpful, however,

had no effect. Things were exactly the opposlte uhen the authority and the

—

interdependence nets were congruent. When engineers were not h1gﬁ§y inter-

dependent with others outside their own work group, facilitative styles,
rather than either delegative or controlling styles, were associnted with

qmooth‘coordination. It appeared that supervisors in this organization could

I

effect smooth coordinatioh by being facilitative, but only when thoy were ngt

faced with pubordinates who depended upon (or were depended uéon by) people
. N ) ] ) ) )
outside their jurisdiction. . Qverall, then, the "{mpact of supervisory style

) .
- . #25 '

»
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seemed to depend upon the match or mismatch between the authority end workf{low R

interdepend :nce networks. We have only reported the fmpact of style on the .
extent to which employees felt that work activitles were smoothly coordinated.

7 . , .
s . Employees who feth{Pat their work was well coordinated with others also that

they had good rel%tipn%hips with people in their own 4nd in other groups, and

¢

these paople.alsb were more satisfied with their jobs. fhé interface between
-

the authority and interdependence networks, and the implicgtions oﬁ'th}s over~
lap for supervisoty’style, therefore, seemed te have significant.implications

[l

study and these finding;T\oee Moch and Feather,,19761

.
toos . p .

. |
for individual attitudes on the job (Por a more detailed description of the :

These two examples, where the influence and interdependence nets over-

lapped and where the authority and interdereedente nets overlapged,‘do not '
. ’ [ 3

rove the ut ity of & network perspective for understanding individual atti-

P ‘ - . ®
1udes and. behavipor. Q%EE§;<Effhet example dealt with communication metworks;
. - m \ -
they al@g don t prove the -utility of_jd/ntifying euch\networks for explaining

x -
individudl level phenomena. On/f/e other hand, the examples are very'sugges-
— .
e. They'?epresent the first two time e have applied i;e network per—
; S ..

./Qs noteq_§5rlie?Txcommunication netwg: play a central role in our current
. LY
research, and we expect them tp add significantly_to our urderstanding of the

3

) - ~ ]
impact that érganization structure has @pon individual attitgaes and"' behavior.

\ ﬁ” . . % .
\\ Ay - . , ,
Summary N
. : —N \‘, . .
» Tra 1tionallstructural variables have not lent themselves to explaining
. . . \

¢ - ‘
-

innividhal level phenomena in organizatfons’.  While associdtions between

1: Jd: L R » .




structure and individual attjtudes gnd behavior have been observed, much—ﬁceds
to oc done to explain why these relationshios occur. Observing organizacions
and secing some’ of the problems ttey face first-hand, 1t appears that jindivi-
duals are affected by tﬁ%se whom they talk to, by their workflow interdepen-
dencies, and by other stable systemmatic relationsHips in which they find
themselues. One such set of ‘relationships reflected in communication or
interaction behavior,'has been ‘overlooked and underresearched; it seems that
this area might offer a particularly usggul bridge between structural and

. individual level‘concerns.

Traditional structural dimensions tend to reflect global attributes of -
whole organizations. Commuuication behavior, on the other hand, is essentially
relational, mirroring attributes of relationships among social actors. Empha-
sizing communication behavior, therefore,~forces the researcher to reconceptu-
alize what is meant by structure. Structure comes to be viewed as stable pat-
terns of behavior which characterize social systems. As an attribute of the
system rather than a characteristic of individual members, structure becomes
as essentially relational as communication behavior. Communication behavior\.
in specjfic and structure in general come to be viewed from the organizat ional
point of view as networks which specify relationships among members. From

. the members' point of view, structure referrs to individuals' places within
the networks. Given this, traditional structural dimensions may be reconcep-
tualized to refer to characteristics of discreet networks, rather than attri-
butes of entire organizations. Organizations then come to be viewed as system,
of overlapping and interacting networks such as communication, influence, status.
friendship, and so on. . . N
Networks in organizations might affect individual attitudes and behavior -

‘both diroctly and through inttraction with other networks. Directly, the .
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communication network determines who people receive their information from.
This information, along with the tendency for groups to construct their own

) .

versions of reality in the absence of ciear—Cut physical cucs, is likely to

play a large role in determining individuals' respénses to the workplace.

> ’

The interdependonce network is likely té play a role in determining the pro-

blems tha£ individuals face at work. Some are ovérlaoded with interdepen-

dencies; others are perhaps Jundefioaded", with too few interdependencies to ’

make them feel that they are needed. The authority netwgork determines the

locus gt which de;is{ons can be made to alter structural arrangements. It

can have a significant impact on individual behavior. ‘

Interactively, networks might affect individual attitudes and behavior

‘by virtue of the fact most individuals holiﬂdiffeéent.positions simultaneously

in more than one network. The supervisor who ha; authority but is not in a cen-

tral ﬁosition in the communication network is not only likely to exhibit frus-

tration and a sense of powerlessness; he/she'also may attempt to exercize

authority with insufficieat informati;n and adversely affect others' behavior. -

Lower~level persons upon whom many othersare dependént can affect others'

behavior by virFqg of their location in the coﬁ;qp;cation network. If they

are central to the network, they might convert otﬁétsf depenanée‘into theié -

own power. If they aie not, they may base their act;ons';n what little infor:‘

mation they have , a;d this will be ggtermined in part by’who they co;;nnicate

witﬁ. ‘ - N .

A network approach to conceptualizing Qrganizatibn structure is not new;

nor are the hypotheses this perspective generates particularly insightful.

The surprising thing -about the‘netwqfk approach i8 not its novelty but the
..~fact that it has so seldom been ;;ied. Rgcently, several researchers have

<

begun to-move in this di]gptlbn.ﬁfThe network perspectf@gépromisesmto he{p

Vi
v <2
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~ us understand structural determinants of individual attitudes and behavior.

Por those who are conviﬁced that structure affects ind}viduals in systematic

3

ways, the network approach might help close the gap betweecn structural and

e

“individual level variables.

>

w“
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